Making team viably – a challenge for contemporary companies by Smolbik-Jęczmień, Alicja et al.
MAKING TEAM VIABLY – A CHALLENGE  
FOR CONTEMPORARY COMPANIES  
Alicja Smolbik-Jęczmień1 
University of Economics in Wrocław 
Barbara Chomątowska2 
University of Economics in Wrocław 
Iwona Janiak-Rejno3 
University of Economics in Wrocław 
Agnieszka Żarczyńska-Dobiesz4 
University of Economics in Wrocław 
1. Introduction
Over the last 50 years, teams have become a central element in the functioning
of various types of organizations, both in the private and public sectors. The 
increase in the popularity of the team form of work organization was accompanied 
by numerous studies that provided evidence for a positive correlation between 
work based on teams and broadly understood results achieved by enterprises 
[Mathieu et al., 2008; Kozlowski, Bell, 2003; Katzenbach, Smith, 1993]. At the 
same time the dynamically changing, highly uncertain and complex environment 
and the growing need for innovation have given rise to numerous changes within 
enterprises. Among other things enterprises had to redesign their organizational 
structures, largely focused so far on individuals, so as to create conditions for 
necessary changes, including those conducive to teamwork. Many organizations 
have begun to develop towards TBO – Team Based Organizations [Kennedy, 
2003; West, Markiewicz, 2004]. 
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Over time, as enterprises were gaining experience in the use of teamwork, 
research projects were conducted that focused on team effectiveness [Goodwin et 
al., 2009; Sundstrom et al., 1990]. These resulted in the development of a number 
of models of team effectiveness. It is worth noting that the issue is still valid 
because, despite numerous studies on this subject, the questions: why some teams 
are more effective than others and what factors and in what system and with what 
force determine this effect still remain open [Goodwin et al., 2009; Ilgen, 
Hollenbeck, Johnson, Jundt, 2005; Mathieu et al., 2008]. 
As part of the teamwork efficiency models developed over two decades ago, 
the concept of teams viability was introduced as one of dimensions of team 
effectiveness. Team viability as a construct has not yet received a unified 
definition nor has been operationalized and thus requires further work in this 
scope. Today team viability is understood as “the capacity of a team to be 
sustainable and continue to succeed in future performance episodes” [Bell, 
Marentette, 2011]. The main motivation of the paper’s authors to study this 
problem is that viability becomes significant due to the nature of contemporary 
teams, which to a large extent are long-term and ongoing.  
The main aim of the paper is to show that team viability is a vital component 
to understanding team effectiveness in modern work environments. This chapter 
consists of two parts: theoretical and empirical. The aim of the theoretical part is 
to bring the concept of the team viability construct and show its place in the wider 
context of the team's efficiency. The authors of the chapter have used here the 
theoretical achievements of foreign and Polish literature. 
The goals of the empirical part are: 
 recognizing the extent to which the concept of team viability is known and
how it is understood by practitioners - representatives of teams of employees;
 identification of key factors determining the viability of teams.
The paper answers the three research questions:
 How do contemporary domestic and foreign literature address team viability?
 How do the leaders and members of teams define the concept of team viabil-
ity?
 What factors in their opinion determine team viability?
In order to answer the research questions the paper draws on literature on team
effectiveness models and general criteria of team effectiveness. Further 
summarizes the literature on evolution of team viability’s definition as a relevant 
dimension of team effectiveness and it indicated the key variables that influence 
team viability. This paper contributes to the research on the team viability 
construct in the context of essential dimension of the contemporary team`s 
efficiency. The authors conducted their own research using a questionnaire and 
individual in-depth interviews. The research methodology is described in details 
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in the third chapter of this paper. Finally, the conclusion section includes the 
summary of research results. Additionally it has shown factors indicated by  
the respondents deserve special attention in view of the effective functioning of 
contemporary teams in the aspect of viability. In this context the authors indicate 
the challenges for HR departments and management and suggestions for future 
research. 
2. Team viability as a relevant dimension of team effectiveness –  
    review of literature 
Many models of team effectiveness have been developed to date. They can be 
hypothetically divided into two basic groups. The first of them are models focused 
on input elements that, by triggering specific processes, lead to mediation of inputs 
into the effects at the output, resulting in a specific level of team effectiveness. 
The second group comprises models referring to the elements conditioning the 
characteristics of teams and their tasks. They make the effectiveness dependent 
on skillful utilization of the team’s potential in the process that allows to transform 
resources into specific effects [Pyszka, 2015].  
The first group usually indicates the four main models of the team's efficiency, 
i.e. the Input-Processes-Output (IPO) model, the Input-Output (IO) model, the 
Input-Mediator-Output-Input (IMOI) model and the ecological model [Rico et al., 
2011]. Despite differences between the four, it is worth noting that they derived 
from the IPO model [McGrath, 1964]. This model assumes a recurrent cycle of 
input, processes and output. The input conditions, related to the organizational 
context and characteristics of the teams, influence the group processes, which in 
turn impact the outputs. Then, the output data impact the inputs in the next period 
of time.  
The IO model does not isolate the process module, which does not mean its 
omission. The processes part is integrated with the input part of this model and 
together with other elements directly impacts the final effectiveness of the teams 
[Campion et al, 1993].  
The ecological model assumes that the team effectiveness is a process, not 
a state to be strived for and achieved. It contains four dimensions, namely: 
organizational context (surroundings), boundaries, team development and team 
effectiveness [Sundstrom et al., 1990].  
The IMOI model introduces a mediator and a closed cycle, where the output/ 
result impacts the input by way of feedback [Ilgen et al., 2005]. In this model, 
teams are perceived as comprehensive, multidimensional systems functioning in 
time, on tasks and within a specific context [Pyszka, 2015].  
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The second group of team effectiveness models focuses on internal and 
external factors that increase or decrease the team's effectiveness. They show the 
importance of these elements, their hierarchy and context. An interesting picture 
of factors determining the performance of teamwork is presented by the model 
created in 1995 by M. Lombardo and R. Eichinger [1995], referred to as the 
T7 model. It points out the five factors inside the team and two factors outside of it, 
determining teams performance [De Meuse, 2009].  
Apart from the T7 model, the literature on the subject points to other models of 
team performance. Some of them were proposed over thirty years ago, others have 
been developed over the last several years. The most frequently cited in the literature 
are models created by, among others: Rubin et al. [1977], Katzenbach, Smith [1993], 
Hackman [2002]. 
The aforementioned models of team performance indicate multiply dimensions 
of team effectiveness. Team performance is fundamental to understanding team 
effectiveness; however, currently insufficient. It is worth noting that since the 
establishment of scientific management effectiveness was identified with efficiency 
and productivity, therefore the effectiveness of the team was usually associated with 
"hard" indicators and performance criterion [Kożusznik, 2002]. This approach to the 
team effectiveness focused on measures of work results and outlays necessary to 
obtain them (labor costs, time, labor intensity, number of employees). Over time, 
however, it was pointed out that the effectiveness of the team should be assessed not 
only through the perspective of team results, but also through the way the results are 
achieved, and thus through a number of psychosocial elements at the interface 
between the group and the individual [Sundstrom et al., 1990; Sundstrom, Altman, 
1989]. As indicated in the subject literature the team effectiveness can be analyzed 
through the combination of economic and behavioral elements. For example 
Hackman [1987] proposed three general criteria of team effectiveness:  
1. “The productive output of the work group should meet or exceed the
performance standards of the people who receive and/or review the output. 
2. The group experience should, on balance, satisfy rather than frustrate the
personal needs of group members. 
3. The social processes used in carrying out the work should maintain or enhance
the capability of members to work together on subsequent team tasks”.  
The above is of particular importance for contemporary teams. Teams in today’s 
organizations tend to exist for long periods of time, manage bundles of activities rather 
than one specific task. These teams go through several performance episodes, often 
managing several tasks simultaneously. Teams today are typically ongoing but are 
highly adaptive and characterized by continuous change (e.g., in membership, task 
demands) [Tannenbaum et al., 2012]. Teams that are ongoing differ from short-term 
teams in terms of team and task duration [Bradley et al., 2003]. Whereas short-term 
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teams are expected to disband after having worked together for a brief period, ongoing  
teams execute tasks that involve longer work cycles and are composed of members 
who expect to be working together on future tasks. Long-term teams that perform 
repetitive, predictable tasks might not undergo the same type of dynamic change that 
most ongoing teams face [Cooperstein, 2017]. 
Due to the nature of contemporary teams performance alone may not be the most 
appropriate measure of effectiveness of teams. There is a need for a construct, which 
will enable to evaluate how well a team will perform on subsequent tasks and that a 
team is capable of future success. Team viability among others is such a construct, 
which has been treated as significant dimension of team effectiveness in foreign 
literature on the subject in recent years. Team viability has been defined in several 
ways over the past few decades. It was first paid attention to by Hackman [1987] 
though he did not call it directly. He presented three criteria for team effectiveness, 
one of which captures the essence of viability: “the social processes used in carrying 
out the work should maintain or enhance the capability of members to work together 
on subsequent team tasks”. In his considerations on team viability Hackman 
emphasized social processes.  
Three years later Sundstron et al. [1990] also suggested a broader understanding 
of team effectiveness beyond performance, and indicated team viability as  
a potential criterion. However they proposed a wider understanding of viability. In 
their opinion “a more comprehensive definition of viability might include constructs 
such as cohesion, norms, intermember coordination, mature communication, and 
problem solving”.  
Later researchers built their definitions of team viability predominantly on the 
works of Hackman and Sundstrom. Other authors extended the concept by adding 
further elements. For example Barrick [1998] retained quite consistent with Hackman 
in the study of how team member personality and ability influence work team 
effectiveness when they had supervisors rate the team’s capability to maintain itself 
over time. Other researchers [Resick et al., 2010], basing on Sundstrom’s definition 
focused mainly on team members satisfaction, participation and willingness of further 
cooperation. In turn Balkundi and Harrison [2006] as well as Jehn, Greer, Levine and 
Szulanski [2008] defined team viability as a team’s potential to retain its members 
through their attachment to the team, and willingness to stay together as a team.  
Aube and Rousseau [2005] acknowledged Hackman’s approach and added  
the component of adaptability to internal and external changes to the willingness to 
work together again, problem-solving, and social integration as important aspects  
of team viability.  
Due to the lack of definitional unambiguity further researchers attempted to 
clarify the construct of viability. [Mathieu et al., 2008]. Basing on the achievements 
concerning team viability Bell and Marentette [2011] defined it as follows „it is the  
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capacity of a team to be sustainable and continue to succeed in future performance 
episodes”. By defining teams viability this way they retained the spirit of previous 
definitions focused on the ability to work together in the future, and continued 
success over time (e.g., Barrick et al., 1998; Hackman, 1983), emphasizing the 
team’s sustainability, growth, and development. The authors highlight in their 
study that considering longevity of most organizational teams and the dynamic 
context within which teams exist resulting in membership and other changes, it is 
most useful to conceptualize team viability as a holistic property of a dynamic 
system rather than a property of specific individuals. In other words team viability 
is a global team property, which characterizes a team as a whole unit and does not 
necessarily originate from the characteristics of individual team members 
(e.g. team satisfaction) [Bell, Marentette, 2011; Kozlowski, Chao, 2012]. 
The subject literature highlights that viability should be considered with no 
reference to antecedents and outcomes. According to Figure 1 viability is 
a function of various team inputs and processes. Team viability is therefore 
a dynamic construct influenced by the most recent performance and other group 
characteristics such as collective efficacy and cohesion that may change in time 
[Bell, Marentette, 2011]. Viability can be viewed as an input for the next task to 
be undertaken or as a result of a current episode. The team viability can contribute 
to the next task episode by influencing future performance. Viable teams are able 
to develop successful strategies that can work effectively with one another and 
maintain task motivation. Such features improve future performance. Viable 
teams are considered more adaptable, motivated and able to develop better task 
strategies, hence they will outperform the teams that are not viable. As viable 
teams are sustainable they require less managerial intervention.  Through effective 
management of their composition and the use of efficient processes they face less 
failures both the short- and long-term. Viable teams enjoy confidence on the part 
of the organization which is eager to offer more resources and attention to the 
teams members. Over time successful teams may also increase member 
satisfaction and commitment and perhaps attract outside members or groups 
[Cooperstein, 2017; Costa, Passos, Barata, 2015; Tu, Liu, 2017]. 
Considering the above it is important to identify how team viability is related 
to and distinct from constructs: performance, cohesion, satisfaction, resilience, 
adaptability, and potency. These constructs are highly correlated with team 
viability, but they don’t adequately capture the team’s capacity for sustainability 
and growth required for success in future performance episodes. The constructs in 
most cases are antecedents or outcomes of team viability [Bell, Marentette, 2011]. 

















Fig. 1. Key variables that influence team viability 
Source: [Cooperstein, 2017, s. 9]. 
3. Research methods 
In the theoretical part the applied method consisted in analyzing Polish and 
foreign literature on the subject. The literature posed a theoretical foundation for 
undertaking own empirical research, in order to better understand and grasp the 
problem. In this part of the chapter the authors put the following research question: 
RQ 1. How do contemporary domestic and foreign literature address team 
viability? 
The empirical part used the results of a pilot survey conducted in 2018 among the 
representatives of teams of employees. The questionnaire consisted of two parts. The 
first part contained open questions and aimed to identify whether and how the 
respondents understand the concept of viability, based solely on their knowledge and 
experience in this area. The second part of the survey was preceded by an explanation 
to the respondents on how the viability of a team is defined in subject literature. Based 
on this information, respondents were asked to answer questions aimed at identifying 
factors that determine team viability. This part of the survey consisted of closed 
questions with multiple choice of answers.  
The survey was complemented by individual in-depth interviews (IDI), 
conducted with nine senior managers, indicated by HR departments. The interviewees 




 individual members characteristics 
(e.g., cognitive ability,  
motivation); 
 individual and team affect  
(e.g., satisfaction); 
 shared perceptions  
(e.g., potency), 
 team processes and behaviors 
(e.g., communication, coordination, 
adaptation); 
 emergent states (e.g., cohesion, 
confidence, team climate); 
 performance; 
 resources (e.g., supervisor support 









 less managerial  
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The research methodology determined its scope in terms of object, subject time 
and area.  
The object scope concerned selected issues related to the viability of 
contemporary teams and in particular, to indicating critical conditions for their 
effective functioning. In connection with the above, the following research questions 
were formulated: 
RQ 2. How do the leaders and members of teams define the concept of team 
viability? 
RQ 3. What factors in their opinion determine team viability? 
In terms of time scope the research took place in the second and fourth quarters 
of 2018, whereas the area scope assumed conducting the research in selected 
enterprises in Lower Silesia region. 
A total of 124 people completed the survey, of which 120 correctly completed 
questionnaires were qualified for the final analysis5.1Due to the research area 
undertaken in this study, the subjective scope concerned both leaders (68 people, 
which was 56.7% of the research sample) and team members (52 people, 43.3% 
respectively). 
The purposefulness of the subject scope of the research adopted by the authors 
resulted from the nature of the considered problem, which is team viability and the 
resulting need to look at it from both, team leaders and team members perspective.  
4. Empirical results and discussion
The results of pilot studies corresponding to the subject matter of this work are 
presented below. 
In the first question, respondents were asked to define the concept of team 
viability. The analysis of the answers led to the conclusion that there were noticeable 
differences in the understanding of this concept, both among leaders and team 
members. And so members most often described viability in terms of the length of 
time of shared and effective work, for example: "time in which the team works well 
together, when team is effective, and its members do not think about changing jobs", 
"willingness of individual team members to take part in its activities"," for how long 
has the team been working, how long it can last because of the way it is working now 
"," how long will the team operate", "the way the team functions, whether it can get 
along and if the team has a lot of problems, and how people try to solve them and 
work on them", "for how long the team members are able to work with each other", 
"the period in which the team brings results", "time from the teams set up until its 
liquidation/disintegration", "long-lasting teamwork, long-term cooperation of 
51The surveyed group consisted of 124 employees – students of six post graduate courses 
at the University of Economics in Wrocław. 
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members of a given team". In addition, the members of the teams emphasized the 
importance of mutual relations and persistence in pursuing the assumed goals, 
namely: "the team's ability to maintain relations", "team maintenance when it comes 
to striving for a goal", "Good atmosphere in the team", "maintaining motivation in 
the team", "achieving goals by the team and common communication", "dealing with 
problems, well-coordinated team", "cooperation and commitment of team members". 
In turn, leaders defined the team viability more in terms of efficiency, pointing to 
its various dimensions such as: work efficiency, achievement of objectives set by the 
team, satisfaction and time of the team's functioning together, rather than strictly 
viability, for example: "adopting newly acquired knowledge and introducing it to a 
team that has been working together for a long time. This knowledge improves the 
performance of such a team", "the ability to constantly develop and increase 
productivity, efficiency and quality of work", "satisfaction and willingness for further 
cooperation", "teamwork, cooperation, the number of projects implemented, 
commitment", "a group that can work together, having common goals and 
supportive", "people who work within the team, and in principle their attitude, mental 
condition”, "a group of people who work together despite problems and conflicts 
within the group", "time of the team's functioning together, existence". 
According to the authors, the presented opinions confirm the definitional chaos 
already noticed at the stage of literature studies. It is worth noting that both groups 
were in agreement that the main attribute of viability is the duration of the team. The 
above opinion was also shared by the interviewed managers. They agreed that they 
had not been familiar with the notion of team's viability, and each of them tried to 
define viability in his own way, emphasizing its various aspects. It is significant that 
the respondents expressed a great interest in the construct of team viability and 
decided that it would be worth taking a closer look at it. 
The purpose of the next question was to identify the problems that the teams 
represented by the respondents had to face. Their task was to identify factors that 
impair team work. This question assumed the possibility of multiple choice of 
answers. From the proposed list of several factors, the respondents were supposed to 
indicate the ones that usually affect them on daily basis. As shown in Figure 2, both 
team leaders and team members pointed to three such factors. These include: 
 internal conflicts in the team (selection frequency by leaders 69.1%, by team 
members 88.5%); 
 time pressure (leaders 85.3%, team members 80.8%); 
 excessive fluctuation (leaders 86.8%, team members 73.1%). 
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Fig. 2. Indication frequency percentages re factors that impair teamwork 
by leaders and members 
Source: own study based on the conducted own research. 
The analysis of the other factors, however, showed a relatively large 
discrepancy of opinions. According to the majority of leaders, in comparison to 
the opinions of members, the factors that impair teamwork include: 
 lack of commitment, which was indicated by up to 3/4 of leaders (75.0%)
against only 1/3 of indications by team members (30.8%); 
 resistance to changes on the part of employees, where the respondents' disa-
greement amounted to as much as 32.3 percentage points (leaders 76.5% lead-
ers, members 44.2%); 
 lack of competencies to perform tasks, which was noticed by as many as 60.3%
of leaders and only 30.8% of members. 
Members of teams, in contrast to leaders, indicated as many as eight factors 
that impair teamwork (Table 1). 
Table 1. Differences in opinions between leaders and members re factors 
that impair teamwork in percent points 
Factors Percent point difference 
1. lack of good atmosphere to cooperate 68.9 
2. antagonisms in the team 51.8 
3. unfeasible goals 58.8 
4. unhealthy / damaging competition 67.6 
5. unsatisfied needs of team members 47.4 
6. incorrect division of roles within the team 38.2 
7. communication problems 28.6 
8. lack of desired results 28.6 
Source: own study based on the conducted own research. 
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In the analyzed question, the respondents also had the opportunity to use the 
"other" category. They pointed here to many important factors. Leaders 
mentioned: "professional burnout of team members", "existing differences 
regarding the age of team members", "cultural differences existing in the team". 
On the other hand, team members pointed to: "professional burnout of the leader", 
"wrong person as a leader", "unsatisfied needs of members", "lack of development 
prospects", “ team managed by many informal leaders at the same time", "new 
members in the team", "no time to introduce new employees", "lack of 
cooperation", "blurred responsibility", "bad division of labor", "lack of mutual 
respect", "domination of one sex in a team", "lack of training, motivation", "lack 
of ‘rejuvenation’ of the team", "excessive reliance on others", "self-interest". 
The factors indicated by the respondents, which affect the work of teams, 
show potential threats to their viability. It is difficult to secure it, if the team 
operates under time pressure, when team composition is changing dynamically, 
when team members show poor involvement, stay in conflict with each other, have 
problems with adaptation to changes, or do not have the desired competences. At 
the same time, the number, frequency and diversity of the problems reported by 
the respondents is worrying, regardless of their role in the team. This means that 
the identified problems become potential challenges which raises an urgent need 
to develop ways to deal with them. Viable teams must have strategies to recover 
from emerging problems and the responsibility for viability should be shared by 
leaders as well as team members. 
Another important question concerned factors that, in the respondents' 
opinion, could condition the team's viability. As shown in Figure 3, both team 
leaders and team members have recognized the following eight factors as very 
important: 
 leadership (leaders – 92.6%, team members – 88.5%); 
 motivating employees (85.3%, 96.2%, respectively); 
 employees' expectations (80.9%, 94.2% respectively); 
 multigenerational team (75.0%, 71.2%, respectively); 
 employee involvement (97.1%, 65.4%, respectively); 
 atmosphere in the team (60.3%, 94.2% respectively); 
 knowledge sharing (72.1%, 78.8%, respectively); 
 multiculturalism of the team (72.1%, 59.6%, respectively). 
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Fig. 3. Indication frequency percentages re factors that condition team viability 
by leaders and members 
Source: own study based on the conducted own research. 
Both leaders and members shared the opinion that the development of Industry 
4.0 had relatively the weakest influence on team viability (the smallest percentage 
of responses). This factor was indicated by almost every fourth respondent 
(leaders 26.5% and members 23.1%). Alternatively the factors which divided the 
leaders’ and the team members’ opinions most were: 
 training system – this factor was considered important by more than 4/5 team
members (82.7%), with almost a half smaller indication by leaders, amounting 
to only (42.6%); 
 work environment – the difference of reported opinions amounted to 34.9 per-
centage points, this factor was considered valid only by 32.4% of leaders, with 
67.3% of indications by team members. 
In the context of the above-mentioned differences in opinions, it is worth 
emphasizing that another factor that significantly divided the opinions of 
respondents was the "employee market", considered important by 89.7% of 
leaders, compared to 44.2% of indications by team members. 
In the received answers the respondents pointed to a number of different 
factors which determine team viability. Relatively high indication frequencies 
prove that respondents recognize the importance and the impact of both internal 
as well as external factors. Especially external factors such as: multiculturalism, 
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multigenerational nature, employee market, should be considered important from 
the point of view of the functioning of contemporary teams. Decreasing the 
significance of unavoidable challenges that arise on this ground can lead to 
negative consequences in terms of team's sustainability, growth and development, 
which are so crucial for their viability. 
5. Summary and conclusions 
The undertaken literature research enabled the authors not only to bring up  
the notion of viability but first and foremost notice that, given the nature of the 
majority of contemporary teams, team viability is an important construct for 
studying and managing the effects of organizational teams.  
Team performance is fundamental to understanding team effectiveness; 
however, ensuring that a team is capable of future success (team viability) is also 
important today. Understanding a team’s viability can inform persons of interest 
of the potential the team has for sustaining itself and adapting to future 
performance demands [Bell, Marentette, 2011].  
As emphasized above the empirical research confirmed the definitional chaos 
exhibited in literature and concerning the construct of team viability. It turned out 
that the concept is not well-known to the researched practitioners. They usually 
defined it in a subjective and intuitive manner, based on their professional 
experience. It should be emphasized that the respondents showed not only a great 
interest in acquiring knowledge in this area, but above all in applying the 
knowledge for development of viable teams. The surveyed team representatives 
showed a high level of awareness of various factors which affect their teams. The 
necessity to face these factors makes the need to think and act in terms of team 
viability even more important and urgent. 
Among the factors determining team viability, external factors indicated by 
the respondents deserve special attention. According to the authors, they should 
be considered as significant determinants of the effective functioning of 
contemporary teams in the aspect of viability. The factors are: 
1. Changes in the labor market – at the end of 2017, the registered 
unemployment rate fell to 6.6%, and the latest data indicate an even lower 
unemployment rate, amounting to 5.7% [http://stat.gov.pl]. Thus, the still-
recent employer market has changed towards the employee's market.  
In addition, this situation is compounded by the negative population growth 
and changes in the age structure of the population, which entail a decrease in 
the supply of employees in the productive age. It is also worth emphasizing 
that in 2030 employers will have significant problems with filling every fifth 
job [OECD, 2018]. The relatively low level of unemployment and the 
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galloping process of population aging result in challenges for management 
teams and team leaders of not only attracting new employees to the 
organization, but above all, retaining the existing workforce. Thus, having the 
competence to create viable teams is the key determinant of effective 
leadership. 
2. Multiculturalism – the employment of immigrants becomes a necessity in the
modern labor market. As research results show, employers acquire employees 
from more and more distant countries, which results in employing members 
from different cultures [Kopertyńska, 2018]. The need for coexistence of 
groups representing different cultural traditions in a specific social space 
means the need to develop a new leadership model that promotes and supports 
viability of culturally diverse teams. This means that leaders must have 
knowledge about the cultures of other countries and must exhibit 
understanding and tolerance for their differences. 
3. Multigenerationlism – is related on the one hand to the entry of the youngest
generation "Z" on the market, and on the other hand, in the absence 
of professionals, to the retention of "Baby Boomers" in some organizations. 
As a consequence, representatives of up to four generations co-exist on the 
modern labor market: "Baby Boomers" (BB) – people born between 1945-
1964, "X" – people born between 1965-1980, "Y" – people born after 1980 
and "Z" – people born after 1995 [cf. Miś, 2011; Smolbik-Jęczmień, 2017]. 
Such diversity of employees (age difference can reach up to 40 years) 
significantly complicates management processes and urges searching for 
answers to questions of how to ensure the long-term viability of 
multigenerational teams, what HR practices and processes determine viability 
and what challenges face team leaders in this context. The prospect of co-
existence of four generations of employees in a team can be a source of both 
potential opportunities and threats to the team viability. Opportunities can be 
seen in the use of knowledge and experience of older employees, and in 
openness to technological innovations of younger employees. Threats for the 
effective and long-term operation of teams often result from stereotypical 
perception of each other and disrespect. In view of the above, the development 
of competencies in the management of multigenerational teams by leaders on 
the one hand and the willingness to share knowledge and mutual openness of 
team members on the other hand, become an important guarantor that sustains 
viability and a challenge that both parties must take. 
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According to the authors, it is surprising that the respondents considered the 
concept of Industry 4.0 as not important in the context of building the team's 
viability. This may indicate low awareness of the respondents regarding the 
importance of Industry 4.0 development, which is associated with three 
phenomena [Paprocki, 2016]: 
 common digitization and ensuring constant communication between people 
themselves, people and devices and between devices themselves; 
 more and more frequently implemented disruptive innovations, which allow 
for a stepwise increase in efficiency and effectiveness of the operation of the 
socio-economic system; 
 the achievement of such development of machines that they gain the ability 
for autonomous behavior through the use of artificial intelligence in the 
process of their control.  
The above will generate questions about where and in what role the employee 
will appear, e.g. in a human-machine configuration. Hence the need to think in 
terms of ensuring team’s viability will become even more urgent. 
The remaining factors conditioning the viability indicated by the respondents 
are internal in nature. These include: leadership, atmosphere at work, employee 
involvement and expectations, knowledge sharing, training system, motivating 
system and work environment. These should be seen in terms of challenges for 
HR departments and management. Work on the effectiveness of teams requires 
them to undertake parallel activities regarding the current and future perspectives. 
It is worth noting that team viability is forward thinking in nature as it emphasizes 
the capability of a team’s success for future endeavors beyond the current 
situation. With an understanding of a given team’s viability, managers can take 
a proactive approach to guide ongoing teams to successful performance. Team 
viability can provide information as to whether or not a team needs to improve 
upon their current behaviors as well as if they will work well together in the future 
[Bell, Marentette, 2011]. 
Due to the limitations of the research sample it is important to underline that 
generalizing the research results must be done with caution. 
Identified factors open the wider space for in-depth research on their influence 
on team viability. In future the authors plan to broaden the research scope in terms 
of object (ex.: human-machine configuration, the role of leadership, multiculturalism 
and multigenerations, etc.), sample size, area scope and issues related to 
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